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PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals, Vickie L. Mlver Roberts
appeals the district court’s orders affirmng the nmagistrate
judge’s order denying her appointnent of counsel®™ and granting
Def endant’s notion for judgnment on the pleadings in her action
under Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, as anended, and
the Anericans with Disabilities Act. W have reviewed the record
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm on the

reasoning of the district court. See Roberts v. Goodwi |l Indus.,

Inc., No. CA-03-398-1 (MD.N.C. filed Sept. 17, 2003; entered Sept.
18, 2003 and Nov. 14, 2003). W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"Al though Roberts’s appeal of the district court’s order
denying her notion for appointnment of counsel was interlocutory
when filed, see MIller v. Simons, 814 F.2d 962, 964 (4th Cr.
1987), the district court’s entry of judgnent prior to our
consi deration of the appeal confers jurisdictionuponthis court to
entertain the matter under the doctrine of cunulative finality.
See Equip. Fin. Goup v. Traverse Conputer Brokers, 973 F.2d 345,
347 (4th Cr. 1992).
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